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ABSTRACT
The literature has provided a necessary corrective to any notion that generic skills
can be taught in ignorance of disciplinary-specific practices, but this does not
mean that integration is the best way to proceed in all situations. In graduate
studies, the writing culture is far more complex than in undergraduate work. It is
difficult to see that there is a disciplinary discourse when graduate students have to
produce different discourses in their disciplines. Discourse practices are as variable
as the writing culture is complex, any definition of which needs to be multi-
layered not single, inclusive rather than exclusive. At the same time, teaching
practices and approaches to teaching discourses are governed by the ‘interests’ of
language and learning staff, which are conditioned by various factors discussed in
the paper. As these conditions constrain and open up possibilities for teaching, it is
inevitable that teaching practices and approaches remain variable. One practice
discussed in detail in this paper is the dialogic development of discourse skills.
While the practice is not suited to all situations of teaching, it is particularly useful
in helping research students gain control of text construction in a way that
increases their understanding of the constructedness of all academic texts, as well
as other texts.
                                                                                                                          
The literature has provided a necessary corrective to any notion that academic writing
skills can be taught in ignorance of disciplinary practices. Here it is possible to indicate
only briefly the type and range of faculty and disciplinary specific studies that have been
produced.
Revillard (1993) has published general guidelines for the PhD degree in immunology;
Perry’s paper (1994) outlines and discusses a five chapter structure for a PhD thesis in
management or a related field; Lewins’ book (1988) models the sociology thesis (see
also Hockey, 1991). More generally, the composing processes of research students in the
sciences have been examined (Shaw, 1991) as have the developmental stages through
which students are said to progress as scientists and writers of laboratory reports
(Scriven & Andreson, 1987). The structure of paragraphs in science textbooks has been
modelled by Harris (1990). Kellogg (1986) has investigated the correlation between
writing method and productivity of science and engineering faculty; and Hopkins and
Dudley-Evans (1988) have identified cyclical organisation (three cycles roughly
2definition with a view to setting up a continuum (literature<------------->psychology) that
isolates distinguishing features of composition processes in humanities and social
science disciplines.
Swales (1990) has further developed the CARS (creating a research space) model from
research undertaken mainly on introductions in published science articles. This model is
a useful stimulus to thinking about what might go in to an article introduction of for that
matter a thesis introduction, which is how I use it (along with other materials) when
discussing introductions in my thesis writing seminar for students in cognate sciences
(app. A). But no model can be applied rigidly as a systematic guide to the writing of any
thesis, or any part of the thesis. In noting the impact of discipline on style, Taylor and
Chen caution that
… whereas geologists treat the 1-2-3-4 paradigm [alternative Swales version] in
a very cavalier fashion, irrespective of the language in which the papers are
written or their source, scientists in both metallurgy and mineral processing and
in materials science are much more devoted to this structure.
(1991, p.332)
This observation highlights yet again the shaping influence of disciplinary practices on
academic discourses, and confirms the need to examine further ‘the contexts of
discourse in a wider range of disciplines’, as Prior advocates (1991, p.269).
Given the high emphasis on discipline in the literature, it is understandable that we now
have a conference focussing on ‘integrating teaching of academic discourse into courses
in the disciplines’. The directional comments in the ‘Call for papers’ seem to carry a
normative assumption of the univ rsal applicability of integration:
We would be interested in papers which address any aspect of this move to
integrate writing and study skills into the disciplines. You may wish to comment
on the benefits and/or problems associated with such efforts. You may like to
share an account of a program of this kind in which you have been involved.
Perhaps you have found that some subjects, or some kinds of arrangements, lend
themselves to collaborative teaching more effectively than others. Perhaps you
know of materials which would be useful to others embarking upon such a
program.
What I would like to address in the first part of this paper is the subject of integration.
There is no question of the value of fully integrating the teaching of academic
discourses into courses in the disciplines in certain situations of graduate study. This
occurs in the National Centre for Developmental Studies (NCDS) and in Forestry at
ANU. Given the homogeneity of their student populations, with many being second-
language students who will return to their home countries as practising
Demographers, Foresters and so forth, locating specialist language and learning staff in
the disciplines to assist students is obviously a sound practice. But it is not self-evident
(at least not to me) that the disciplinary context is both necessary and self-sufficient for
the development of graduate students’ academic discourse skills in all situations.
Disciplinary orientation will always be an important consideration, but not all discourse
skills are disciplinary-bound. Discourse practices are as complex as the academic writing
culture itself, any definition of which needs to be multi-layered not single, inclusive
rather than exclusive. This definition should at least encompass across-cultural discourse
practices, those of the wider academic community (to isolate cross-influences),
3The governance of ‘interests in approaching discourse teaching
We are all interested in helping students with their textual difficulties and in determining
the best ways to go about this, but clearly we do not all share the same interests. Many of
us come from different academic backgrounds; our student populations can be variable;
our institutions are at different developmental stages (eg ‘old’ and ‘new’ universities);
some of us work in centre, others in faculties or disciplines; I work solely with graduate
students whereas others might not. In short, we may have different terms of
employment, briefs and work circumstances as study skills advisers, language and
learning staff or what other names we go under, that both constrain and open up choices
in teaching academic discourses.
My role in the ANU Study Skills Centre is an integrative role as discussed by Brigid in
her paper; one that includes working with and for graduate students (both coursework
and research), across the disciplines, on four levels: the institutional, Graduate Program
(at ANU all graduates are enrolled in Programs in the Graduate School), discipline and
individual. My interests will therefore not coincide completely with those of an adviser
attached to a particular faculty or discipline, though they may appear to align closely in
some areas as, for example, working extensively on the level of individual consultations.
But even there the intra-disciplinary versus cross-disciplinary interests affect the
approach one adopts. A discipline attached adviser will have more detailed knowledge
than a centre adviser of a specific discipline’s discourse practices, the opportunity to
monitor closely each student’s development over time (and lengthy duration of contact),
but will have less experience of cross-disciplinary practices and less opportunity to work
for students in a cross-disciplinary (or cross-program) contexts, all of which will
influence the nature of the advice and assistance given. It is also true that the interests of
advisers located in centres may not be complementary, where, for example, one adviser
has working conditions which allow for extensive individual consultations and the other
does not.
This fact of diverging interests and structures of work surely affects perceptions of
advantages and disadvantages of approaches to assisting students academically.
‘Interest’ attaches to my concern with the push towards integration. But the reasons for
this concern, as set out below, may also bolster the recognition that there is not just one
right way to go or one best practice, and that there can be advantages for graduate
students in having discourses taught outside the discipline.
The complexity of the graduate writing culture
In considering integration, the first point I want to take up is the complex nature of the
academic writing culture. It may be appropriate to speak of a disciplinary language. But
to speak of a disciplinary discourse is dubious when graduate students have to produce
many different discourses within their disciplines. Research students will be expected to
master distinctive genres of discourse types (eg the research proposal, the departmental
seminar paper, the conference paper, the journal article, the thesis); they may also have
to produce applications for grants or post-doctoral fellowships, CVs, job applications
and so forth. In order to produce these genres, these students will need to become
proficient in using a range of academic discourse conventions suited to the different
genres: in particular a large range of conventions on the different levels of the thesis
text; conventions to do with structure, focus, achieving coherence, content schema in
argument, intertext citations, use of graphs and tables, referencing, social identity in
writing, linguistic conventions and so forth. Coursework students may have fewer genres
4Understandably, then, students are often uncertain about how to proceed in text
construction. This is particularly true of those who come from non-English speaking
backgrounds and have done their undergraduate studies in non-Western tertiary
institutions where the codes of academic writing can be different from those that prevail
in Australian institutions. But it may also be true of students from an Australian tertiary
background who have done their undergraduate work in Australian institutions, either
coming through honours or from some other point of entry to the PhD course. This is to
be expected. Academic socialisation into a discipline, which includes expertise in
discourses, is an on-going process. While there will be some transfer of skills, the PhD
level of study requires a very sophisticated range of research and writing skills in
different genres. This will involve learning entirely new skills, not the least of which are
strategies for organising huge amounts of research material (thesis writing) in ways
acceptable within a discipline. We may expect that there will be textual occurrences that
fall outside these students’ systems of knowledge about language, content, and purpose
and that they will therefore need to make additions and modifications to their individual
stores of knowledge (de Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981, p.36).
How then are students to build up their individual stores of knowledge? We cannot
assume that supervisors are always best placed to do this, though many provide
extensive help with discourses. Some supervisors have said that while they can usually
‘fix up’ a text, they do not always find it easy to explain to students what exactly is
wrong, or how best to proceed with re-working the text. One reason for this may be that
supervisors have themselves osmosed the conventions, are not altogether conscious of
their own writing strategies and so do not find it easy to convey to students what they
themselves are doing. This can reflect in unclear (or useless) communication about
textual problems that leaves students unable to progress. Comments made by one
supervisor in the Parry and Hayden study (1994) illustrate the degree of
uncommunicativeness that can prevail:
‘I tend to be very blunt and say, ‘no this doesn’t make sense, this isn’t a
sentence’ and ‘rephrase all of this’. And also where there are repeated
grammatical errors I will say ‘go through the whole thesis and make sure that this
is consistently correct throughout’ (p.67)
There can also be a variety of writing problems occurring on the different levels of a
thesis text (or any other), which are not easy to separate out and may require specialist
knowledge.
Fixing up the text is not likely to advance student learning, but the position of
supervisors is difficult and not altogether enviable.  We can expect supervisors to be
specialists in the content of their discipline fields.  But we cannot expect they will be
discourse specialists in terms of identifying and distinguishing writing problems clearly,
attributing causes of problems, and knowing the most effective procedures for
addressing them, regardless of their obvious familiarity with disciplinary writings and
ability to produce their own texts.  This is a challenging task even for specialists.
Discourse analysis ‘is not a simple enterprise:’
In its full richness it involves all the levels and methods of analysis of language,
cognition, interaction, society and culture…this means that integral discourse
analysis is necessarily and interdisciplinary task and also that its complexity
forces us to make specific choices among the many available methods, depending
on the goals and functions of our analysis.  (van Dijk,m pp.10-11)
5In short, discourse analysis is a complex field of study, and the academic discourse of
the thesis is a complex example of discourse.  Communication, of which discourse
analysis is a field of study, is now a discipline in itself.
Nor, I think, can we assume that integrating the teaching of discourses into courses in
the disciplines is necessarily the most efficient way to proceed with research students.
The discourse interests of students from cognate disciplines working on the same genre
(eg the thesis) may coincide more readily than those of two students from the same
discipline working on different genres (eg the conference paper and thesis).  These
interests can be addressed outside the disciplinary context, as long as the person taking
the seminar has an understanding of different disciplinary practices, can orient the
seminar towards the audience’s specific discourse interests, and alert students to make
disciplinary modifications, where necessary, to the seminar content.  This is how I
proceed in my seminar on thesis writing (2 hrs) for individual or group programs (app.
A), a part of which will be discussed in detail later.
Graduate students’ destinations
Destination is a second issue in analysis of the pros and cons of integration.  The 1994
Adelaide conference, ‘Quality in postgraduate research: making it happen,’ had an
‘issues of concern’ session, in which Mary O’Kane (DVC (Research) UA) drew
attention to the urgent need to redefine the nature and function of the PhD given that
only a percentage of research students proceed after graduation to post-doctoral studies,
with an academic career in mind.  Research graduates are increasingly moving into the
public and private spheres: to industry, research agencies, bureaucracy, the business
sector, outside professions, and even, as O’Kane remarked, unfortunately
unemployment.  Similarly, the bulk of coursework graduates move away from academia,
with many already in employment, taking time out for a ‘top-up’ degree.
At the same time we hear frequent complaints from industry and business that graduates
do not have the oral and written communication skills expected of them, that is the so-
called ‘generic’ skills.  No mention is made of one likely reason for this:  that the new
oral and written discourses they find themselves participating in once they leave tertiary
institutions may require new discourse skills.  I was struck by this again recently.  At the
1994 orientation meeting of the new ANU MBA program, it was pointed out, that
‘reports’ were to be short, crisp, to the point, not ‘long-winded’ argument.  Academic
argument as such was not required.  Students were to analyse the ‘situation’ in terms of
‘problem’, ‘symptoms’, ‘causes’, ‘solutions’, on both surface and deep levels.  These
instructions seem to fit reasonably a scientific or, more precisely, medical discourse
model: diagnosis, prognosis and cure.  A marketing PhD graduate entering business
might have developed the generic writing skill of sustained critical argument, yet this
would not be transferable if the business discourse environment required text
construction skills akin to those advocated for reports in the MBA program.
The destination picture for graduate students suggests that there is a need to develop not
only disciplinary discourse skills (necessary to pass courses), but also to ensure skills are
more portable.  This requires thinking carefully about the extent of effort directed
towards teaching students specific disciplinary discourse skills; or, at least, including the
objective of assisting development of students’ general understanding of the
‘constructedness’ of texts, any texts, in teaching academic discourses.  A content focus is
so ingrained at all levels of education, that few students give any thought to ‘reading’
text construction.  But if students do develop basic skills to decode academic genres in
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they should be better able to cope with text construction in outside contexts.  The
dialogic method I discuss later can help students become more aware, confident and self-
reliant in making decisions about text construction, and more adaptable in different
situations of writing.
The heterogenous make-up of the student body
A third consideration as regards integration is the heterogenous make-up of the graduate
student body, which is particularly relevant in the case of graduate coursework students.
These students may have been out of tertiary study for a long time, and so have lost the
academic writing skills they developed as undergraduates.  Academic writing skills
atrophy if not used and, in some cases, are replaced by different discourse skills (eg
those of Public Service report writing), to which students have become habituated.
Coursework students may be transferring disciplines (eg moving from an undergraduate
degree in science or economics to a graduate coursework degree in international law), in
which case they will not have operational knowledge of the new academic discourses.
And, again, they may be second-language students who come from cultures where the
academic codes of writing are different from those that prevail in Australian institutions.
All types of students might appear in the same course; all will have deficiencies in
discourse skills; all will need to acquire these skills quickly given the short duration of
their courses.  But not all will have identical interests in terms of either text construction
skills or academic skills generally.
This difference in interests becomes apparent in considering the difficulties many
second-language coursework students experience, all of which may impact on their
writing:
•  Graduate coursework students usually have only one year to complete their course
(Graduate Diploma) or 15-18 months (Masters coursework).  This means that the
international students have time constraints that do not allow for a more leisurely
acquisition of skills in making the transition to a new learning environment.  And
there are high pressure spots in the context of this cross-cultural transition, some of
which are pointed out below.
•  A number of these students hope to take out a Master coursework degree.  But they
are initially enrolled in a Graduate Diploma to monitor their suitability or have a
proviso placed on them (as do Australian students) that they cannot proceed to the
Master degree unless they maintain a high grade point average throughout the first
year’s work.  This grade varies across disciplines, tending to be in the high credit-
distinction range.  Consequently, students have to do well on their papers and in
their exams right from the very beginning.  They cannot afford to wait until
submission of their first set of assignments to find they have problems, that they are
not producing the ‘right’ sort of writing, which usually means too that they are not
doing the ‘right’ sort of reading.
•  These students often have to work at more sophisticated and demanding levels of
enquiry than their undergraduate counterparts.  They are, for example, likely to have
higher levels of theoretical, philosophical or methodological content in their
readings and writing, which put a great strain on their language and critical
capacities in the contexts of both reading and writing.
•  They often have to read beyond an already extensive reading program to fill gaps in
7Australia.  As well, many need instruction on how to read material in the style of the
new academic culture to which they have come, bearing in mind that reading styles
complement writing practices.  Learning how to read and write differently is
essential in making that transition from the reproductive to the analytical/speculative
modes of producing knowledge identified and discussed by Ballard and Clanchy
(1991).
·  It may be too that the international students who come on course are moving across
disciplines, as are some Australian students.  Such students may have had little
undergraduate experience in setting up and developing a thesis or in producing
rigorous, sustained argument for assignments and exam papers that have essay-type
questions.
·  For many of these students there is also the added pressure of holding senior
government and academic positions at home.  Such students feel the stress of having
to ‘do well’.  One student I saw was very distressed at getting a low distinction in a
subject she teaches at senior lecturer level in her own country.  She felt she had
brought great shame on her department which was paying her fees and she was also
concerned about how her department might view this ‘failure’ as she put it.  A
reading of her semester papers showed that these were overly descriptive, had little
critical analysis in them and insufficient argument.  It did not soothe her to be told
that her failure was less a reflection on her intellectual ability and more a matter of
different cultural writing practices.
·  Other students have talked about somewhat different problems, one mentioning that
he would be expected to be the ‘English’ expert when he returned to his government
department.  This worried him greatly not only because his English was not perfect
(which it was not), but because he did not feel confident about doing ‘the different
sorts of English writing’ as he put it.  He was particularly concerned about having to
write articles for publication in English language journals when he returned home,
without having practised here.
·  There are of course too personal and financial pressures.  These students are often in
an age bracket where they have left behind husbands, wives, children.  It is likely
too that their course fees have been paid for by their places of employment at home
or by their extended families.  They feel a heavy responsibility to justify this faith in
their ability and the money and hope invested in them by others.
Australian students experience some of these difficulties too, but they are unlikely to
confront all of them as so many second-language students do.  It follows then that the
discourse interests of students in the same course or discipline may vary considerably.
Where there are only a few second-language students and a large number of first
language students, integrating the teaching of discourses into courses in the disciplines
can lead to problems of inequity in course design and teaching.  I have found it useful in
my own courses on research essay writing for graduate students to teach separately
second-language students who come from cultures where the attitudes to knowledge,
learning approaches and teaching and learning strategies are distinct from ours (Ballard
& Clanchy, 1991, p.13).  This allows me to address cross-cultural issues in academic
writing, to expand on topics such as critical reading and analysis, plagiarism, arguing
from sources, referencing and so forth, to allow second-language students to divert
attention to issues on which they want to spend more time.  Conversely, students
uninterested in these issues are not held back.
8Context variability in teaching discourses
Staff in our centre have various avenues for teaching discourses, with varying degrees of
formality, as my own case illustrates.  I have been invited into specific disciplines to
address groups of coursework students on discourse topics (eg book review writing,
exam discourses).  I also take courses in the Study Skills Centre on research essay
writing for students in the Arts and Social Sciences.  Most of my discourse work with
students is done, however, in the context of individual consultations, which is perhaps
the most demanding context in which to teach, yet one that is particularly helpful.
With the Graduate School has come another avenue for teaching. At ANU, individual
programs or groups of cognate programs hold ‘practical’ seminars for graduate students’
further academic and professional development (see example App.B).  The Study Skills
Centre has taken the initiative in identifying these seminar topics as being of interest to
graduate students.  We have encouraged program convenors to hold seminars on the
topics, and advised on their organisation as well as participated in them.  The example
provided shows that, in some cases, I am solely responsible for conducting the seminar
(thesis writing); in others my efforts are more collaborative—as a member of a
discussion panel including academics and perhaps graduate students or post-docs.  In
other situations, I might act as a chair or facilitator of seminar discussions.  The more
collaborative efforts involve academic, professional support staff and general staff to
ensure the expertise of the university is being fully utilised for students’ benefit.
In appendix B, the topic of ‘thesis writing’ obviously focuses on discourse, but most
other seminar discussions also contribute to developing students’ understanding of
discourse practices and text production (eg ‘computer resources’, ‘writing and
formatting on Macs and PCs’, ‘book and journal publication’, ‘conference and seminar
presentations’, ‘putting last things first’).  All seminars allow ample time for students’
questions and open discussion with the panel.  One advantage of my being involved in
these program seminars is that students with specific textual difficulties may feel more
comfortable (having met me) about seeking an individual consultation at a later date.
The feedback from research students on these seminars has been very positive.  What
this suggests to me is that the two poles of thinking about learning skills – the generic
and disciplinary-specific should not be thought of as an either/or choice but rather as
complementary knowledges.
Students from cognate disciplines can clearly benefit from group seminars and general
discussion of the purposes and practices of the writings they have to produce.  For many,
this is enough to topple the bulk of anxiety that often accompanies writing, if not the
hard work of academic writing.  This anxiety is, as I have argued elsewhere, linked to
the problem of ‘agency’ – the capability or know-how of text construction (Craswell,
1994).  Not only do research students like to know how, to take control, to be
autonomous and self-reliant in writing, they are intelligent enough to do so, often with
marginal assistance.  Many are content with a rough map of text construction on which
they can then plot the individual paths and by-ways of their own research journeys, but
the discourse journey can be very difficult without that rough map.  The remainder of
this paper focuses on practice, mainly the dialogic practice as a way to sketch the map.
Practice and the dialogic development of discourse skills
My practice in teaching academic discourses is not uniform.  In one situation, I might
resort to a standard pedagogic practice:  that is, this is what is wrong with your text; this
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useful with students undertaking short undergraduate courses such as the Graduate
Diploma (1 year), where there is much time-pressure to acquire skills quickly.  It is
often, but not always, a useful approach with second-language students who are
struggling with both English language and new cultural discourse practices.  Working
with students on the individual level requires the ability to respond to a shifting range of
variables impacting on students’ discourse interests and adjust practice accordingly.
Like Bock, who has criticised strongly the phenomenographic approach and the deep-
surface model of learning, my need is ‘not for a model abstracted to a level where it is
universally applicable but for a set of analytical tools sensitive enough to allow me to
apply ‘selective measures’ (1986, p.112).
The practice I want to draw attention to in this paper is what I call the dialogic
development of discourse skills.  Here I have modified and transplanted the suggestion
that ‘to be a good reader means to know which are the right questions to ask of a
particular text in a particular situation’ (Bock, 1986, p.107) into the context of text
construction.  To produce writings judged to be appropriate it is necessary to know
which questions to ask of a particular text construction in a particular situation.  The
catch is:  knowing which questions to ask requires some prior knowledge of discourse
conventions as well as the different communicative p rposes of different pieces of
writing.
The communicative purposes of the PhD genre (discussed below) are, for example, quite
different from those of a research proposal.  Here I mean to distinguish the purposes or
objectives of the research itself from the purposes or functions of a particular discourse
type.  With a proposal, a reader’s concerns may be to assess whether the topic as
outlined is suited to a PhD level of study, whether the research scope is acceptable given
the time available for completion, whether there is likely to be difficulty accessing
sources to fulfil topic objectives, what technologies might need to be learnt and so forth.
In this type of discourse, we are, in a sense, marketing or selling the research as ‘a good
bet,’ and this purpose is instrumental in shaping the discourse conventions used.  But
again, context variables, (eg discipline and the stage of the degree in which the proposal
is produced) will affect choice of conventions.  One science supervisor passed to me a
handout on writing a research proposal given by him to his students, which has a
different focus on purposes:
The purposes of preparing a proposal are to plan your investigation and to seek
helpful comments and suggestions from other people in [the department] and
elsewhere.  Most importantly it provides a point to check whether the
investigation your propose to conduct will provide you with the evidence you
need to prove your thesis.
It is because of this possibility of different perspectives on genre purposes that any
discussion of text construction does not need to take account of disciplinary practices.
The dialogic development of skills involves then my formulating for students questions
of text construction which need to be tested against disciplinary constraints, individual
research needs and other relevant variables.  An underlying objective is to teach students
their control over text production and to assist understanding of the complexity of
individuals or groups of students.  However, to refine the nature of the questions asked
of a specific text construction in a context of individual consultation, to arrive at the
‘right’ questions, is a demanding two-way exchange.  The relationship between myself
and the student is thoroughly interdependent, we need each other’s knowledges.  We can
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making about discourse interventions.  This approach is in line with Taylor’s emphasis
on the dialogic nature of understanding, but Taylor also argues that
It takes longer to engage in dialogue, it requires more effort, and because this
time and effort competes with the time and effort needed under new
‘productivity’ agreements to make ourselves accountable, this kind of
conversation necessarily dries up first.  (“A theory of practice:  Hermeneutical
understanding,” in H gher Education Research Development, 1993, p.69)
This I think is true.  But talking through text construction before writing begins can be a
time and effort saver for both students and supervisors.  Less re-drafting and re-writing
by the student mean a supervisor has reduced reading and commentary to produce.
Discourse conventions and development of the dialogic method
A fundamental assumption behind the development of the dialogic method is that
discourse conventions are actual, where convention is to be thought of not as a thing
outside the writing process, but as an activity or practice of thesis writing itself.  Critical
theorists, and others, have challenged the conventionalised textual practices of academic
discourses on the basis of the gender biases and adverse power relations they embody,
their more pernicious political and socialising functions.  Institutionalised practices
(conventions) should be challenged, but the issues of this debate are complex and not a
subject for this paper.  I mention the debate only because of the tendency to see practices
as ‘reified realities’ (Prior, 1991, p.305), ‘imaginary representations’ or ‘theoretical
fictions’ (Threadgold, 1994, p.24), which seems to me a fallacious attempt to undermine
existing conventions by asserting their unreality.
There are institutionalised and conventionalised practices of academic writing, including
thesis writing.  These academic codes of thesis writing are not characterised by stasis but
are dynamic and changing under personal, social and historical influences.  Dissertation
discourse conventions may be shared across genres and among disciplines; they may be
shared by some disciplines and not others; and some will be discipline specific.  There is
a great range of these conventions from which student writers can select according to
their individual research situations.  Indeed, no two theses look alike.  On has only to
compare the structures and styles of dissertations from such different disciplines as
physics, mathematics, biological sciences, sociology, economics, law, visual arts and
linguistics to appreciate how extremely marked the variations can be.
Even within disciplines, no two theses look exactly alike.  Behind every thesis there is a
unique rhetorical sub-text that emerges from the specific research needs of the individual
writer.  In this sense genre is not pre-given and each thesis (passed) renews the genre.
Yet all thesis writers are constrained by institutionalised conventions of thesis writing.
Because of these dominant conventions, the encoding of intertextual features will be
marked within a specific discipline and, at times, evidenced across disciplines, as might
be the case with disciplines sharing, for example,
…aspects of meaning:  types of logical sequencing that are recognised as valid,
even interpersonal features such as whether a question is intended to be answered
or is being used as a step in the development of an argument.  There are also
likely to be ‘coded’ expressions that are carried on from one text for another,
more or less formulaic sequences that may signal what is happening, or what is
going to happen. (Halliday & Hasan, 1985, p.47).
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It is not the specificity of discourse conventions that interests me presently but the fact
that they do exist to shape knowledge in all disciplines.  Harland, in discussing Husserl’s
view of language, notes that “Husserl often sees the forms of language as helping to
reveal the forms of thought, but he rarely sees the forms of language as actually
determining the forms of thought’ (1993, p.67).  Similarly, there is a need to recognise
the determinant effects of the codes of academic discourse on the forms of academic
knowledge produced and, more to the point here, students’ difficulties with the
manipulation of these codes.
An interdisciplinary model of textual analysis developed in an earlier paper foregrounds
the seminal role of discourse conventions in text production, which underpins
development of the dialogic method (Craswell, 1994):
Multi-level text: genre macro/micro
(PhD, other academic texts)
Reader/Decoder
(Supervisor/Academic Support
Staff/Examiner
Wider culture
Academic Culture
Discipline culture
(determinants)
PhD Writer/Producer
Discourse conventions
(socio/cultural constructions)
This model is not comprehensive in that it will not prove useful for addressing all
writing problems.  It will not help with those caused by inadequate subject knowledge.
More generally, there can also be a difficulty in attributing cause of writing problems, as
is the case in the second-language text below:
Student’s text:
Brown’s theory, as well as the subjugated knowledges he advocates,
“cannot validate for their knowledge any superiority according to the standards of truth claims”.
Their claims “count no more and no less than those of the discourses in power – they, too, are
nothing else than the effects of power they unleash.”
Original source:
Those [like Brown] who conquer the theoretical avant-garde of today
…themselves become the theoretical avant-garde tomorrow.  In any
case, they cannot validate for their knowledge. . .
The question here is:  is the semantic confusion in the extract due to unfamiliarity with
the conventions of written English, lack of control of the discipline language, inadequate
subject knowledge, or a combination of these?  In returning to the original source of the
student’s quotation, we see that she has omitted the subject-actor in transcribing the
quoted material in her own work and, in so doing, destroyed the sense of the original
passage.  While the student’s English was near perfect in the more empirical sections of
her thesis, she had many problems in writing theory.  Reading, interpreting,
understanding, transcribing and re-shaping theory in one’s own text requires a very
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could be construed as inadequate subject knowledge in the above example (ie poor
understanding of the theory) is more a case of insufficient understanding of the
conventions of written English as shaped by disciplinary practice in writing theory.
What the model does show is the interconnection between reader, writer and text
through the discourse conventions.  An obvious point of contact is the text itself.
Another point of contact is discourse conventions embodied in metalingual commentary
before, during and after text construction.  Broadly speaking, the reader’s responses to,
comments on and discussion of the text are filtered through complex sets of academic
discourse conventions, which are instrumental in the construction of different
disciplinary knowledges reproduced in texts.  Major determinants of genre and
macro/micro level conventions are located in the wider academic and disciplinary
cultures which shape the discourse conventions.  Unfamiliarity with thesis writing
conventions is a main cause of student anxiety, writing difficulties and blocks, and of
excessive re-writing as opposed to necessary re-writing in order to improve texts.
Disciplines may have different views on which conventions are acceptable, but this does
not invalidate the interdisciplinary value of either the model or the dialogic method.
Applying the dialogic method in teaching practice
To illustrate the dialogic method, I will discuss only topics under ‘How to get going’ in
my thesis writer seminar handout (app.A):  the literature review, abstract, macro-
structuring, introductions and conclusions.  The method can also be used for micro-
structuring:  the successively smaller units of text such as material within chapters,
sections marked off by sub-headings, paragraphs, grammatical and linguistic structures.
Familiarising oneself with the criteria for grading theses given by institutions to
examiners can help initially in thinking about the multi-purposes of the PhD genre.
These criteria will be different for different institutions and usually they are written in
fairly general terms.  While not all theses contain a formal review of literature, the
literature review (a sub-genre within the PhD genre) is a useful place to begin to
consider further the communicative purposes of the PhD genre.  This is a good piece of
writing that often invites criticism from supervisors because it is ‘so poorly done.’
Bruce (1994) has shown that research students have different ways of thinking
about/experiencing the literature review and that few think about the writing process in
the early stages of their research.  She concludes that students‘experiences of the
literature review are somewhat impoverished’ and their ‘conceptions may not always be
the most productive in the early stages of their research’ (1994, p.228).  Yet, how we are
to write our research should affect our methods of research.  This being so, it is sound
practice to think about the form the literature review is to take within a discipline at the
outset of research.
What then are students supposed to be doing when they write a literature review, that is
what are the aims or purposes of this discourse?  There is of course no simple answer to
this question.  Nor is there any formula for writing ‘good’ literature reviews, or any
other part of the thesis.  But it is possible to clarify for students a range of choices open
to them in producing this type of discourse.  Appendix C contains a handout I use as a
basis for discussion with students to get them thinking about genre conventions of a
literature review.  It is important to stress that this dialogic approach is not meant as a
formulaic cure-all, but rather as a way of stimulating discussion about specific text
construction.  Students are at liberty to reject questions they consider inappropriate for
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Of course disciplinary practices are likely to constrain or open up further the set of
meanings possible for a literature review, which in turn will affect the writing
conventions brought into play.  In one thesis ready for submission, a 60 page literature
review (the major part of an introductory chapter) fulfilled the final prescription on my
handout.  But the initial third of this review provided an historical survey of a sub-set of
literature in the field that was purely descriptive, not evaluative.  The student saw this as
a way to provide background information (often a function of introductions) to an
important area of his study.  In the contexts of his research and discipline, twenty pages
of non-evaluative material under the chapter heading ‘Literature Review’ was
acceptable, whereas the early comments in my handout close off this possibility.  Yet,
despite there being a disciplinary subtext, and behind that an individual subtext, there do
appear to be generic conventions of literature review writing that cross disciplines.
Bhatia argues similarly for abstracts of research articles:
The research article abstract is a recognisable genre and has emerged as a result
of a well-defined and mutually-understood communicative purpose that most
abstracts fulfil, irrespective of the subject-discipline they serve. (1993, pp.77-78).
This may be true of the research article abstract but the textual practices of the PhD or
Master research abstract seem not to be as well-defined as those of the literature review,
though I have not undertaken systematic study of this.  Perhaps one reason for this is that
the abstract is often left to dash off at the last minute, although it is instrumental in
whether or not a researcher chooses to read an unpublished PhD or some part of it.
Appendix D contains the handout I use to initiate dialogue, with a set of questions
reminiscent of Bhatia’s focus on
1. What the author did
2. How the author did it
3. What the author found
4. What the author concluded (1993, p.78)
In considering the handout questions, students are again advised to reject what is
irrelevant to their particular research institutions and to review abstracts in theses that
have passed in their disciplines.  My handout is useful in many contexts of construction
but not others, where the conventions vary greatly.  In maths at ANU, for example, the
tendency is towards very short PhD abstracts which focus solely on main findings, as
typified in the following abstract:
There are two main results contained in this dissertion.  The first result is a description of an
algorithm for the computation of polycyclic presentations for nilpotent factor groups of a given
finitely presented group.  This algorithm is a generalisation of the methods employed in the p-
quotient algorithm (Havas & Newman, 1980) to possibly infinite nilpotent groups.  The second  is
a method for the computation of the Scholar multiplicator of a group given by a polycyclic
presentation and a method for the classification of the isomorphism types of Schur covering
groups for finite soluble groups.  Both algorithms can be treated in a similar context, namely
forming central downward extensions of polycyclic groups.
Students can also have trouble structuring in the macro-domain:  the level of
architectural structure or spatio-semantic division, which is a type of ‘overall design
coherence’ (Atkinson, 1991, p.65).  Achieving design coherence can be easier for
experimental science writers because of the frequently used institutionalised paradigm of
higher level structuring:  I troduction, Materials and Methods, Results, Discussion.  Not
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The two examples below used to illustrate this point confirm the controlling power of
discourse conventions and point to the usefulness of the dialogic method in the micro-
domain.  In the first example, the student includes information in a results section that
belongs elsewhere:
Focal injections of Di were made into periphery of each of four retinal
quadrants:  temporal (n=16, nasal (n=19), dorsal (n=10) method and
ventral (n=11), in different age group of animals: 8, 12, 22, 28, 41, 52, 65
and 95 days … in the rat, there is a possibility that axons from central
retina probably reach the SC before those from peripheral retina and may
differ from peripheral axons in their targeting behaviour … therefore, a
few injections in 6 cases aged 28, 45, 65 and 95 days were made into more
central retina … the retrograde labelling of axons that pass through the
injection site and arise from retinal ganglion cells peripheral to the
injection did not occur in this study.
(method)
(discussion)
(method)
(discussion)
Apart from problems with English itself and the disciplinary language, the above text
shows confusion about conventional expectations of content schema in the different
divisions of a science thesis (see Stapleton, 1997).  There is another type of problem in
the text below which does not follow the conventions for using source material in the
discussion section of a science thesis:
The surface beneath the paint film of tested pre-weathered earlywood bands was also much
rougher than that of latewood bands.  As explained before, it appeared reasonable that the
degradation of the earlywood occurred to a greater depth as compared with latewood
(ref)…Defiberization, or loss of surface wood cells, occurs most rapidly in the thin-walled fibres
of earlywood, and at a slower rate, in the more dense latewood (refs).  Pre-weathering weakened
the surface of the early wood and thus degreasing the paint bond strength, or in other words, paint
formed a stronger bon d in less weathered latewood (refs).
Here the student focuses on others’ findings for their own sake as might be done in a
literature review instead of discussing the implications and significance of his results in
relation to other scholars’ findings.  Had these students been helped to critically examine
text construction in samples of results and discussion sessions in theses already passed in
their disciplines, they may have avoided the extent of writing problems they had.
As there is no equivalent schema for the humanities and social sciences to the science
macro-structural schema mentioned above, research students in the disciplines of these
areas (and sometimes in the sciences too) often find structuring at the architectural level
very difficult.  Thinking through higher level structure is demanding because it requires
the ability to see the thesis as a whole, to see the interaction of the various parts, their
functional coherence as a vehicle for research objectives.  In working with students
experiencing difficulties structuring on the macro-level, I have found it useful to have
them focus initially on the question:  ‘what is your thesis?’ with a view to gaining a set
of coherent chapter headings (theses such as historical biography may not have a thesis).
Not only do students find it difficult to complete concisely the sentence—“My thesis is
that …’ they often have little idea of what a thesis (as in argument as opposed to
product) is and how useful identifying even a rough working thesis can be in macro-
structuring.  Consequently, the question usually undergoes several restatements ie ‘what
is the controlling idea, the big message you want to get across to readers?’ ‘what is the
overall point you are trying to make?’ ‘why would I read your study and not another in
your field—what is distinctive about what you have to say on the subject?’ and so forth.
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To help students further to gain control of macro-structuring, I use the following basic
set of questions which, with slight modification, is also suited to stimulating discussion
about structuring a specific chapter.
My thesis is that……….(always take account of the big message you want to get across when
structuring)
What?  (Focus:  what is your actual subject matter? (to be clearly identified)? Can you break this
down into manageable topics suited to chapter/sub-section headings?)
Why?  (Purpose:  what are your aims in dealing with this subject matter ie why did you decide to
investigate this (different purposes in different chapters/sub-sections?)
How?  (method:  how are you going to approach/deal with the subject matter (different
approaches in different chapters?) what are you going to do and in what order?
Even though there are no established schema, the nature of these questions will constrain
choice of writing conventions suited to fulfilling institutionalised expectations of a PhD
in the humanities, the social sciences and other areas while allowing considerable
freedom of choice.  Basic as the three questions are, using them inevitably leads to more
specific questions of the text under construction when talking with students.  Students
might also want to take up Phillips and Pugh’s recommended approach to ‘every piece
of writing,’ though the advice does not answer the questions:  what is an ‘acceptable
structure?’ and how do you construct paragraphs as recommended?
·  Generate the main points (in any order if you’re a holist, and sequentially if
you’re a serialist), putting down everything that comes into your mind:
·  Organise them into an acceptable structure; and only then attempt to
·  Construct the points into grammatical paragraphs made up of well balanced
sentences.      (1987, p.61)
Strategies such as those above can help students stand back from the mass of research
data swamping their minds and so begin the work of macro-level design.  As well, ideas
about how to structure can be generated by viewing recently passed theses in the
discipline.  Though no structure will be suited to a particular student’s research needs,
theses can be a useful place to gain a ‘feel’ for appropriate style and structure.  There are
preferred generic meanings in specific text construction regardless of alternative
meanings generated by individual researchers, and it is useful for students to compare
and contrast texts, to ask questions of text construction, in an effort to isolate what might
be generic.  As well, whatever the discipline, students benefit from drafting a rough
chapter by chapter structural outline before they begin to write.  This is one way to gain
some sense of the thesis as a whole and so avoid the problem of the ‘unconnectedness’
of the different parts.  Working up a detailed Table of Contents outline is something I
have done with many students.
To reiterate, many of the more serious writing problem can be traced to not knowing
how to produce texts that will be found acceptable.  For example, students may not know
what is an appropriate structure of a general introduction for a PhD in their discipline:
whether or not to use sub-headings; how to order their material and the implications of
different choices; what sorts of things they might cover (focus), the acceptable level of
detail, or the purpose of the introduction in the overall thesis context; and few I see
recognise just how important this piece of writing is, that its basic function is to
‘introduce’ the body of the thesis, to provide whatever is necessary for the reader for
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Again there can be no formulaic solution because introductions vary.  In comparing
eleven PhD theses from four different science disciplines at ANU, I noted that the length
of the introduction ranged from 6 to 83 pages.  A 6 page introduction (evolution and
systematics) provided a chapter by chapter outline and brief discussion of the research
carried out; another 59 page introduction (visual sciences) provided background to the
research (which included topic generalisations establishing the worth of the study),
moved to a full literature review and concluded with a discussion, under ‘The Aim of
Present Research,’ of specific objectives and procedures.  Despite such differences in
composition, only a small range of conventions was being drawn on in all introductions
reviewed, as illustrated by the general breakdown of textual moves listed in appendix E.
Also, of the eleven theses, ten used some variation of the institutionalised, science
macro-structure mentioned above to carve up the text.  The exception had a unique
macro-structure suited to the specific research needs of setting up a model for a new
experimental procedure.
Individual supervisors may also have definite ideas about how an introduction should be
structured in their discipline.  One supervisor rejected a students lengthy draft
introduction (30+ pages) saying an introduction should be about ‘eight pages and should
cover context, issues and method in that order.’  The re-worked introduction of about
eight pages was acceptable in being a conventional chapter by chapter description, after
initially establishing context (background information), and identifying issues concisely
in the process of defining study objectives.
Students may begin thesis writing with the introduction so as to gain a sense of the
whole study, even though this will eventually need to be re-written.  Some, however,
prefer to write the introduction after the body of the thesis is complete.  Regardless,
extensive re-writing can often be avoided by talking with  about the introduction before
writing begins.  This dialogue can take the form of probing questions that point towards
the discourse conventions:  what is your thesis, the main message you are trying to get
across here?  Why did you undertake this research?  How is it different from other
studies done in your field?  What do you think your research contributes to the field?
Do you need to provide some background information to the study ie context?  If yes,
why, and how much is needed?  What might you include here, why?  What specific
questions are you asking or what are your hypotheses or objectives or aims?  Can you
formulate these clearly?  Why might you list these in a particular order?  How do they
relate to your overall thesis?  Should there be a literature review in the introduction?  Do
you need to explain your methodology, your statistical approach or experimental
procedure, or provide a discussion of the theoretical framework?  Should you include a
chapter by chapter outline of your thesis?  If not, what other method might you use to
indicate the procedure of your thesis?  While some of these writing acts might be
performed elsewhere in the thesis or not all, students usually respond well to a set of
questions such as these which empowers them to make decisions of text construction
that should at least generate first drafts reasonably in line with institutionalised
expectations of the genre, including disciplinary expectations.
Conclusions appear less demanding in terms of construction than introductions.  But it is
difficult to write a strong and striking conclusion to a PhD, at an end-point in the writing
when many writers have become bored and simply want to finish, or they are anxious
about an imminent submission date, money and getting a job.  Conclusions may be long
and very complicated or concise and short; or there may not be one, at least not a formal
conclusion, the final chapter serving this function because of macro-structure design.
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conclusions of various chapters?  What are the implications of your findings—can you
leave the reader with something to think about?  What possible avenues for further
research, future investigations, work to be done, etc?
Drawing out the implications of findings can be very exciting, as occurred in a recent
session I had with a PhD student.  While she had a few ‘ideas’, she had not thought that
these might be addressed, even tentatively, in the conclusion.  During the course of our
dialogue she identified a coherent theme behind the implications of her findings.  This
was ‘variables:’ certain sets of variables had been privileged over others in all previous
interpretations of land settlement in Australia (her thesis topic); some variables (eg
factors of ‘personality;’ owner/manager differentiation etc) had been excluded
consistently; others had been given insufficient attention; others excessive attention.  Her
findings  implied that the nature and range of variables included in a study affected
significantly interpretation and, consequently, conclusions.  As all previous studies
(except one) had been done by men, she suspected the operation of a strong gender bias.
She also recognised that, as her study had been a single case study, further detailed case
studies would need to be undertaken to confirm or deny these implications.  Although
these insights were worth airing in a conclusion, they might have remained buried except
for the fact that the student had access to individual consultation outside the discipline.
Concluding comments
The nature of graduate students’ discourse interests and the extent of their individual
needs vary enormously, within and across disciplines, even within the same courses.
This is because the graduate writing culture is far more complex than in undergraduate
studies.  Caution is therefore needed when considering whether or not to integrate the
teaching of discourses into courses in the discipline.  The greater complexity also
highlights the importance of retaining students’ access to individual consultations
outside the disciplines.  Supervisors very often provide help with discourses students
need, but some don’t; even the most supportive supervisor can experience difficulty and
frustration in working with students on their texts and so advise assistance.  With others,
many writing problems can be sorted out in just one or a few visits to a language and
learning centre.  Without this opportunity for careful scrutiny of their specific discourse
problem(s), however, some students may not progress easily, regardless of group
teaching.
A second implication of this discussion is that it seems erroneous to think of there being
a disciplinary discourse when graduate students have to produce different discourses
within their disciplines, and will have to continue to produce different discourses if they
move to outside areas of work.  This invites careful consideration of how they are to be
helped to become proficient in producing texts in any situation.  As I see it, there is a
need to develop self-sufficiency in analysis of text construction as much as possible in
the process of teaching academic discourses.  An underlying assumption of mine here is
that one of the best resources graduate students have is their own ability, though self-
sufficiency in text production in different ways in different contexts.  The indirect
dialogic method discussed in this paper is one approach I have found useful, but I would
not see this as suited to all contexts of learning and teaching discourses.  Flexibility of
approach, the ability to respond and adapt practice to the diverse and shifting discourse
interests of varied student populations seems to me the essence of bestpracti .
Thesis writing:  outline of discussion
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Students experience different degrees of difficulty; highs and lows common
anxiety, frustration, feelings of inadequacy (awareness that writing is not up to
standard); thesis writing complex demanding task; necessity of re-writing;
boredom can be a problem in late stages of writing.
·  Approaches to writing
Not just one right approach; serialists (planners and sequentialists); holists (sort
out ideas in first draft—then structure)p; possibly other approaches.
·  What sort of writing are you attempting to produce?
What is driving the analysis undertaken in your thesis?  Data-driven and
conceptually driven discourse—can affect structural organisation.
·  How to get going
Where to begin; the drafts you produce:  strategies for beginning:  literature
reviews, abstracts, macro-structuring, introductions, conclusions.  COMPLETE
THIS SENTENCE (if there is one):  My thesis is that…
·  Some possible hitches
Writing can take longer than anticipated; checking in final stages time-
consuming; time lost through incomplete documentation of reference material
details and inconsistent referencing and typography practice (keep record from
early days); over-writing (as opposed to necessary re-writing); time-constraints
on supervisor (check movements, commitments); skills can atrophy if writing
postponed to final year).
·  Self-organisation
Time-flow chart up to date if submission useful to gauge progress.
·  Final comment
Thesis is a piece of communication; at all stages of writing keep in mind the
reader.
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Appendix B
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
The anthropology, History, Literature and Art, Philosophy, Political
Science, Prehistory and Archaeology, Sociology and Women’s Studies
Programs
RESEARCH METHODS SEMINARS:  SEMESTER 1
All seminars are in the reading room of the Humanities Research Centre (top floor, A.D.
Hope Building) Tuesdays 12-2pm.  Bring your lunch.  Tea and coffee will be provided.
22 March Roles and mutual responsibilities of supervisors and students
This seminar will raise such issues as what sorts of guidance students
should (and should not expect from supervisors, especially early in their
course and what can be done if the student/supervisor relationship
deteriorates.
Professor John Warhurst (Political Science, Arts)
Ms Helen Keane (Women’s Studies Program, Arts)
Ms Judy Woodrow (Counselling Centre)
Dr David Parker (Convenor, Literature and Art Program, Chair)
5 April The first 6-18 months of a research degree
How different is a research degree from undergraduate work?
How do you move from a field of interest to a manageable topic?
How do you outwit the demon Procrastination?
Ms Alison Smith (Political Science, RSSS)
Professor Iain McCalman (HRC)
Mr Geoff Mortimore (Counselling Centre)
Dr John Merritt (Convenor, History Program, Chair)
3 May Computer resources for research in the humanities and social sciences
How do you access the catalogues of libraries in Australia or the US?
How do you use the internet?  Gopher?  First search? Or find the ANU
library’s CD-Rom menu?
Mr Mark Nearhos (Chifley Library)
Dr John Ballard (Convenor, Political Science Program)
Dr Andrew Hopkins (Convenor, Sociology Program, Chair)
10 May Writing and formatting an ANU thesis on Macintoshes and PCs
What programs are available to help with bibliographies and
notes/footnotes?  What resources are available for enhancing word-
processing capacities and computer skills?
A Computer Services Centre representative
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24 May Writing a thesis
Who are you writing for?  What sorts of expectations will your readers
have?  What sort of help is available?
Dr Gail Cresswell (Study Skills Adviser, Graduate School)
Dr Andrew Hopkins (Convenor, Sociology Program, Chair)
7 June How a thesis is examined
How are examiners selected?  How do examiners go about reading a
thesis?  What are they looking for?  How is a result arrived at?  What
proportion of theses fail?
Dr Margaret Jolly (Gender Relations Project, RSPacS)
Mr Frank Buongiorno (History, Arts)
Dr Hank Nelson (RSPacS, tbc)
Dr Colin Groves (Convenor, Prehistory and Archaeology Program, Chair)
RESEARCH METHODS SEMINARS:  SEMESTER 2
19 July Book and journal publication
This session will raise such questions as:  What are the advantages and
disadvantages of publishing as a postgraduate?  How can you improve your
chances of having an article accepted?  How do you turn your thesis into a
book?
Dr Marian Simms (Political Science, Arts) and former editor of The
Australian Journal of Political Science
Dr Jon Mee (English, Arts) has recently published a book on his thesis.
Dr P Roeper (Convenor, Philosophy Program, Chair)
2 August Conference and seminar presentations
What are the benefits of giving conference papers as a postgraduate?
How do you prepare for a conference presentation, or for the writing and
delivery of a seminar paper?  Some hints for giving a paper.
Mr Geoff Mortimore (Counselling Centre)
Dr Gail Cresswell (Study Skills Adviser, Graduate School)
Dr Paul Rutherford (Political Science, Arts)
Mr Ian Farrington (Convenor, Archaeology and Anthropology Program,
Chair)
16 August Applying for academic jobs
How do you prepare an application?  A cirriculum vitae?  How to prepare
for, and manage an interview.  Assessing opportunities in your discipline.
Professor Beryl Rawson (Classics, Arts)
Ms Val Parr (Careers and Appointments Service) will speak on preparing
an application and CV.
Dr Graham Cullum (Convenor, Literature and Arts Program, Chair)
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Preparing your bibliography, refining the scholarly apparatus, and final
preparation of a thesis.
Dr Ra Foxton (English, Arts)
Dr Tim Tenbensel (Political Science, RSSS)
Dr Peter Roeper (Convenor, Philosophy Program, Chair)
13 SeptemberThe nature and benefits of fieldwork
Why go on fieldwork, or make use of resources overseas?  What might
you hope to achieve?
Dr Larry Saha (Sociology, Arts)
Ms Belinda Lee (PhD student in English, Arts)
Ms Alison Murray (PhD student in Human Geography)
Dr Darryl Tryon (Convenor, Linguistics Program, Chair)
Note The reading room is booked for October 4 and 18, although there are no
topics planned.  Postgraduates may like to arrange informal discussions
on these days, or make formal suggestions to Graham Cullum (English,
Arts ext 3707.
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Appendix C
Literature Review
All researchers owe much to their predecessors and contemporaries at work in their
particular fields of interest.  While in a literature review it is possible to acknowledge
this debt, a competent review goes far beyond such acknowledgment.  It is inadequate
merely to describe the studies you have read; this is not the overall purpose of a
literature review.
As with any other piece of writing, you need to consider carefully this purpose before
you type that first word.  Ask yourself the following:  why am I reviewing this particular
body of research literature?  Ie why have I selected these particular studies?  Presumably
your answer will be that these are studies relevant o your own research.  If these studies
are relevant, and whythey are relevant, which will require evaluation.  The overall
purpose then is to establish the nature of other scholars’ contributions and the relevance
of the literature read to your own research.  At the same time you need to demonstrate
that you have read all relevant literature.
Below are some questions you might consider:
·  What has been done in your field of research?  What do you need to cover?
Why are you covering this (ie individual purposes)?
·  How are you going to structure the review?  Ie how are you going to order
the material in your discussion?
Some writers take a chronological approach, reviewing the various studies (groups of
studies) in order of their appearance in time.  There are other possibilities, however.  For
example, a thematic or conceptual approach or even a methodological approach.  Let the
interests of your own research determine the most appropriate approach for you.
·  How do the various studies (or groups of studies) relate to each other?
Again let the aims of your thesis determine your focus.  What you choose to comment
on in your critical evaluation of the literature will be influenced by the problems you are
grappling with and the objectives of your own research.  Try to draw out what is
significant about the studies you are reviewing and to point out their strengths and
weaknesses.
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Some questions you might ask yourself here:  what has been done?  What does a
particular study do that others don’t?  how do the studies relate to each other?  What is
useful about these studies-why?  Can you identify any limitations (eg scope) – what are
these?  Are there any problems –with procedure, method, data gathering and analyses,
the theory or methodology being applied, etc?
·  How does your own research fit into all of this?
As you proceed with your review, try to show at appropriate points along the way how
what you are doing in your thesis ties in with what has already been done.
By the end of the Literature Review, readers usually want to know what research
has been undertaken in your area of investigation, what is useful about it, what is
less useful or problematic, and how your own study fits into this overall body of
research.  In short, readers want a clear overview of the literature and the relation
of your study to it.
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Appendix D
Abstract (PhD/Master usually 1-3 pages)
In some discipline areas, there are huge bodies of research literature that need to be
surveyed, and out of which you will need to select what is relevant to your own research.
This is often true of the Humanities and sometimes the Social Sciences.  Students of the
Social Sciences also spend much time searching the literature.
Abstracts can help you decide quickly whether or not particular PhDs or Masters should
be read.  Some abstracts, however, are so poorly put together that it is difficult to be sure
whether or not the thesis will be worth your precious time.  It is therefore important to
consider, when writing the Abstract, its purpose:  to help researchers locate quickly
research useful and interesting to them.
Remember too that if your abstract is easy to follow researchers might be more inclined
to look at your thesis and maybe quote you, so you will become better known.
Below are some questions you might consider:
·  Why was the study undertaken?  Ie what does it contribute to scholarship?
You might, for example, have extended an on-going line of research or identified
a ‘gap’ that you have set out to fill, or you might have questioned an established
and generally accepted viewpoint.  Researchers like to know how a particular
piece of research fits into the overall body of research in that particular field.
·  What is the scope of your enquiry?  Ie have you placed any limitations on
the study?
While you will surely have pointed this out in your Introduction, it is also helpful
to restate this in brief in the Abstract.
·  What did you actually do?  What were the objectives you set out to prove,
establish, show etc?
·  What approach did you take?
If you think it is important you might discuss your methodology, ie how you
went about fulfilling your objectives.
·  What were your findings?
Set out clearly the main conclusions reached and provide some discussion of how
you arrived at these conclusions.  If some of your experimental work was
‘inconclusive’ mention that too and indicate why this was so.
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Appendix E
General breakdown of textual moves in introductory chapters of eleven PhD theses in
the sciences
Biochemistry and molecular biology
Objectives & Procedures
(Headings
Length
(pgs)
1. background information on topic +
literature review + aims
Aims of this project
Listing of objectives +
focus + limitations
19
2. (as above) Outline of thesis
Major aim + chp. by chp.
description of thesis
37
3. aims and plan of thesis (literature
review chp.2)
no heading 9
Evolution and systematics
1. background information on topic +
literature review + aims
Aims
brief listing of these
34
2. (as above) Aims of Thesis
listing of these
44
3. chp. by chp. description of thesis
(literature review chp.3)
no heading 6
Botany
1. background information on topic +
literature reviews + aims
Aims of research
description of plants and
aphids used (no
objectives/procedures
mentioned)
15
2. (as above) Present study
chp. by chp. description of
thesis
19
3. (as above) Aims
laying out of two
hypotheses + procedure
for experimental work
19
26
Visual Sciences
1. background information on topic +
literature review + aims
The Aim of Present
Research
59
2. Establish field:  background
information + topic generalisations
and discussion
no heading
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